UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION \5‘\,
e 21 1575 INFORMATION REPORT ~
For: The Commissioners
From: James R. Shea, Director

Office of International Programs

Thru: Executive Director for Operations L::Zi‘tf}ﬂ’
=

Subject: STAFF MEETINGS WITH EURATOM AND DOE REPRESENTATIVES
Purpose: To inform the Commission of recent discussions with Euratom and

Department of Energy reBresentatives on export matterz, and of a pending
Commission briefing by DOE.

Discussion: Euratom Meeting

Mr. Jan B. Mennicken, Director-General of the Euratom Supply
Agency, accompanied by Michael Goppel and Joseph Marchal of

the Washington office of the Delegation of the Euratom Communi-
ties, met with the staff on March 16 %o discuss the impact of
U.S. export policies on Euratom nuclear facilities.

Mr. Mernicken opened the discussion with the observation that,
for one reason or another, Euratom continues tn experience diffi-
culties in obtaining U.S. export licenses for nuclear materials.
This, he explained, has not seriously jeopardized reactor opera-
tions as yet, but the uncertainty of timely supply disrupts
tight industrial schedules, adversely affects the production
chain, especially the conversion and fabrication sequences,
causes employee layoffs and increases costs. He stated that

the Euratom customers were angry with the frequent disruptions
and it is becoming more difficult for those in Euratom to ex-
plain the reasons for delays. Mr. Mennicken observed that,
immediately after the passage of the NNPA, Euratom and its
customers expected improvements in the licensing process, but
unexpected U.S. demands for additiona information, such as
written physical security assurances and facility attachment
information, have arisen to further complicate the licensing
process. Because Euratom's capability to react to such demands
is legally and politically restricted, it takes time for the
organization to react to U.S. requests and he asked that the

Contact:
R. Neal Moore (492-7984)
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U.S. keep this fact in mind and provide more advance warning
in the future to enable Euratom to respond to any new problems.

Mr. Mennicken pointed out that the need for predictable sup-
plies of highly enriched uranium was of particular concern. He
said that while Euratom has the capability to produce low en-
riched uranium to meet much of its needs, the Community is

100% dependent upon the U.S. for its highly enriched uranium
for the time being. He added that this does not mean that the
Community has immediate plans to enrich HEU but that he was
emphasizing their dependence on the U.S. and the need for an
assured, stable supply.

Following his opening remarks Mr. Mennicken posed several ques-
tions. ?1) Would it be possible for the NRC to permit routine
reload licenses for HEU in the same manner that it does for LEU
reloads? (2) Can Euratom expect delays in or cessation of li-
censing in the future for lack of facility attachments covering
100% of Euratom facilities? (3) Can Euratom expect further NRC
holdups even if the President exempts the Community from the
NNPA requirements under Criteria 4 and 5 on March 10, 19807

The staff responded that topics such as these should be the
subject of continuing review since it was generally agreed that
it was not possible to provide definitive answers at this time.
The staff observed, however, that the sensitive nature of HEU
made it unlikely that major HEU exports would be handled as routine
reloads for the foreseeable future. As for the Facility At-
tachment question, the Euratom delegation was advised of the
Commission's concern that these be completed at the earliest
possible time, and while it was unlikely that export licensing
would cease for lack of 100% coverage, we could not rule out

the possibility of future questions in this area if F.A.'s are
not completed reasonably scon. The staff could not predict

what future action the Commission might pursue with respect to
Euratom's question number 3 concerning a possible Presidential
exemption from Criteria 4 and 5; however, the Executive Branch’s
views in this matter would be of major importance.

On a related subject Mr. Mennicken referred to the licensing of
components by the NRC, particularly licensing of zirconium tubes.
He asked to know at what point in the fabrication process the
zirconium tubing became subject tc NRC licensing requirements
and, consequently, to the prohibition of retransfer without
prior U.S. approval. He indicated that the answer to this
question could well determine whether Euratom would continue to
obtain extruded tubing from the U... or develop an independent
manufacturing capability to extrude zirconium in Europe. The
staff agreed to provide a follow-up response to this question.
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(Mr. Mennicken's question on tubing is probably a continuation
of a similar question previously raised in regard to U.S.

tubing containing non-U.S. natural uranium being fabricated into

fuel assemblies in the FRG and shipped to Argentina for the
Atucha-1 reactor. A U.S. right of retransfer approval in this
case would carry with it the right of veto over retransfer of

the spent fuel from Argentina and, consequently, of reprocessing

outside Argentina. In this instance, involving a Commerce 1i-
cense, the U.S. requested consultative discussions with the
FRG on the disposition of spent fuel in U.S. origin tubes, but

both the FRG and Argentina resisted and the request was dropped.

On that occasion the FRG threatened to obtain a non-U.S.
source for tuhing.)

In the staff's view the comments and questions presented by
Mr. Mennicken, and by Mr. Jaspert of the Euratom Supply Agency
in his February 9 visit (Secy 79-245), reflect a growing dis-
satisfaction within the European community over U.S. require-
ments and policies which are perceived as erratic, disruptive
and restrictive. The underlying implication may well be an
increased shift from reliance upon the U.S. as a supplier of
special nuclear material and nuclear equipment to greater
European independence.

Department of Energy Meeting

Concern over this growing independence and its effect on DOE

sales of enriched uranium was expressed by DOE staff on April 4

during a briefing on the status of U.S. enrichment contracts.
On that date Clark Huffman from the DOE Oak Ridge Operations
Office and Art Boudreau, DOE, Washington, with other DOE staff
members, presented a discussion on the terms and conditions of

the uranium toll enrichment contracts. MNRC offices represented

at this meeting included IP, FLD, OGC, and OPE. Materials
presented by DOE at the April 14 meeting are at attachment A.

DOE has advised that Requirements-type contracts for the
Philippsburg-2, the Biblis-A, and the Wuergassen reactors have
been terminated by Euratom since February, 1979. DOE comments
that a decision to terminate a Requirements contract in favor
of another supplier, as is the case in each of these three
instances, is quite surprising, since the terms and conditions
of the U.S. Requirements Contract are very favorable to the
customer and are not matched by any other sugplier. According
to DOE the rationale given by Euratom for the terminations was
based on “security of supply" and the adverse effect that the
NNPA is perceived to have on the certainty of the schedule for
obtaining an export license. These three terminations bring
to 8 the number of foreign contracts terminated since June 1,
}978; additional terminations are considered possible in the
uture.
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The staff has received many complaints and comments from
other foreign sources, as well as from many domestic sources
involved in the export process, which substantiate the con-
cerns expressed by Mr. Mennicken and those reflected by the
DOE personnel. While there are, undcubtedly, a number of
reasons supporting the action of foreign trading partners
(for example, the strong desire of EURATOM nations to util-
ize the excess capacity at European enrichment facilities,
which has be:n pointed to by EURATOM representatives as the main
factor in U.S. contract cancellations), it appears that U.S.
export policy is a significant influencing factor in foreign
customer decision.

During the April 4 meeting the DOE staff offered to present

a short briefing to NRC on the problems faced by DOE in
retaining foreign enrichment customers. This offer was
formalized on May 15 in a letter from William Voigt, Director,
Office of Uranium Resources and Enrichment. DOE, to Mr. Lee
Gossick (copy enclosed at Attachment B).=

Coordination: ELD has no legal objection.

James a, DireEfér—*

. Officg/of International Programs
tnclosures:

As stated

DISTRIBUTION:

Commissioners

Commission Staff Offices
Executive Director for Operations
Secretariat

*SECY NOTE: Arrangements have been made for a Commission briefing on
July 5, 1979.
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1 4 APR 1975

Asbassador Gerard Smith 'r
Department of State
8§/AS - Room 6333 {
Washisgtos, D. C, 20520 |

Dear Mr., Asbassador:

Purscant to ocur meeting, 1 2a pleased to be sendivg you the sarketing
package that the Office of Uraulum Resources and Enrichoent i{s deploy~-
ing vorldwide. It contaips brief susmaries of our activities aod capa-
bilities in the earichmect area. The package war principally prepared
in orcder to counter the aggressive marketiprg afforts of our European
competitors with U.5, sod non-U.5, customers, It would be our pleasure
to provide you with additicoal iaformatics oo our emrichment activitier
Lif you so desire,

I would also like to call to your attestion ap area of potestial prob-
lems, fallicg pot only on this Office, but more so ce the Covernment

of the Ucited States. The problems coocernm our foreign custooers' per-
cepticn of the U.5, capacity to effectively deliver the product to our
custooers, Specifically, 1 am sakicg reference to a2 treod vhich wmay
be startiog whereby foreign parchasers are termipating their coontracts
vith the Department of Energy, due primarily to custocmers' objections
to U,5, son-proliferaticn criteris asd uncertaintier regarding the
timely isscaoce of export liceoses,

A specific case i» point copcerns the Badeowerk/TVS utilities in Germany
and their Philippsbarg 2 Reactor. Ip October 1971, the Euratom Supply
Agency signed & Requirements contract with the Atgmic Eoergy Commission
- the supply of fuel for the Fhilippsburg ] and 2 Reactors, =ach with
a , lasped rating of 364 MiWe, Later, as the placs becave firw, the secoed
unit's capacity was incressed to 1253 Mie. The ntility ther requested
a larger fuel saopply, but the AEC's sudply capacity had been folly con-
uitted by them, so the Baceowerk Utility was held to the 264 Mde. The
contract was for 0.84 milliom SWU’'s of enrichsent services to be deliv-
ered from 1982 through 1990 with & wvalue of approximately $75 million
is FY 1580 dollars,
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On February 21, 1979, the Badeowerk Utility terminasted the Philippsburg
2 portion of their centract with DOI and gave the losecarity of supply
as the priocipal reason. The decision to termivate a DOE Requfrements
contract in favor of eoterinog into a coutract with apother supplier (as
Badevwerk {s doing) 1is quite surprising, sioce the terms and conditions
of ocur Requirements cootract are wery favorable to the customer and are
Bot matched by any other supplier. It even allowed termination without
penalty to the purchaser {(f the sction were taken some 3% years prior
to delivery. The Badeowerk Utility exercised this option {o sccordance
with the approprizta schedule,

Two weeks ago, represectatives from the Badeowerk Utilicy, as well as
representatives from Zuratom, came to Washimgton to explain the rationale
for the Utilities Corporatioce cdecision. As the conversation ensued, the
representatives from the Federal Republic of Germany stressed that they
vere extrewely pleased with the quality of the product, the timelipess
of deliveries, the terms and conditions of the contract, and the price
per SWU. They further reitersted the decision to termipate was based
on what they termed "security of supply,” meanisg their lack of con-
ficdence pot i(n the U.5, ability to produce the emriched uranica ce the
desired time schedule, bat {p their abi{lity to obtaic a lice. se to
export the materisl. They pointed out thst licessing approval is
required from a pusber of branches of the U.5, Government ocutsice DOE |
including the Departments of State, Defense and Commerce, the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, snd the Muclear Regulatory Comaiseion,
apd that poclear fuel peeded by their reactors could be held up by any
eoe party io this long chaic. They poioted out that indiscretionary
sction such as political changes affecting export licensing s tanta-
mount to & breach of cootract, They, as a utility orgapization,
entered into am agreement with the Ucited States and the U.5, Govern-
went was obligated to meet its commitment. They went o» to aay that
the terus and cooditions of the pon-proliferation treaty were weant

to be applied between mations and ot to a wtility, as their parpose
was to provide electric power apd pot nuclear bowbs.

The representatives from Cermany had po hesitation to poimt oat that
they were quite willing to purchase fuel elsevhere io the world mar-
ket, coder ao sssured delivery schecule and even at a price above

that of the United States i a wmarket that hac a surplus ef SWU'e.

We have learved that they have even entered into & contractumal arraoge-
ment to purchase SWU's from the Soviet Unior as well as froa URENCO.
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Io summary, I believe that they are giviog us & serious warning. Ve
still have 17 earichsent comtracts with Cermsny, representing about
$1.5 billion in future sales. The total susber of enrichment con-
tracts with all foreigo custooers (s 129, and these represent §$13
billioa in feture revenues for the U.8, It i{s clearly fmportant for
Us to make & sarfous effort to avert further cootract termipations
and loss of revesues.

The Office of Uranioa Resources and Eor{chment would appreciate your
support and apy suggestions you may have Lo wvorking to alleviate scce
of the conflict and barriers which exist amoog the various Coveromen:
Departments. We would like to conitivue oo with cur marketing sctivi-
ties »0 as to coaply with the April 1977 Presicdential commitment to
prove to the world that the United States is a reliable scurce of
suclear fuel to those countries who will join ws ip the mom-prolifera-
tiocn emdeavors.

Bincerely,

DRIGINAL SIGNED BY
W. R. VOIGT, JR.
Willisa R. Voigt, Jr., Director

Office of Uranium Rescurces
and Enricheent
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CONTRACTS TERMINATED
Since June 1, 1978

Contract Termination Value
Type MWE Date ($ Millions)
Long Island Lighting LTFC 1150 12/78 P
i
Germany LTFC 770 6/78 100
Germany LTFC 1,100 12/78 170
Germany LTFC . 1,211 /79 150
Germany Reqmt. 864 2/19 70
Spain ! LTFC G526 2/719 90
$690
POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL TERMINATIONS
! Number MWE Value
United States 6 6,776  $0.7 billion
7,748 1.0 billion

Foreign 8
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Utility
1. Houston Lighting

2. Omaha Public Pwr.

3. Philadelphia Elec.

4. Central Maine

5. Commonwealth Ed.

6. lowa PAL

LRSI |

POSSIBLE DOMESTIC CONTRACT TERMINATIONS

Reactor

Allen's Creek-2

Fort Calhoun-2

Fulton-1

Sears Island

Comm, Edison-1

vandalia

1,150

1,136

1,160

1,100

1,150

1,080

Status

Reactor cancelled

Reactor cancelled

Reactor cancelled

Coal instead of nuclear

Project postnoned

Project postponed

Value

(% Millions)
$140
120
120
120

120

1o
$730

« o



POSSIBLE FOREIGN CONTRACT TERMINATIONS

Country Reactor MWE Status (% x!?:tl‘?o_n_s_)

1. Germany* Biblis-A €u-z9 1,150 Operating $ 215 fehee sz"MJ

2. CGermany* Stade 630 Operating 75

3. Germany* Wuergassen 640 Operating 100

4. Germany Grohnde 1,286 Construction started, 110

completion delayed

5. Germany Neupotz-A 1,235 Construction not started 120

6. Thailand Ao Phai 623 Indefinite postponement 100

7. lran Iran-1 1,092 Project uncertain 140

8. Iran Iran-2 1,092 Project uncertain __140
$1,000

*requirements contract

7. Grrmany Ganmj::au\ (3,9 Ey-40
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Number
of
Contracts
REQUIREMENTS
1. Domestic 44
2. Foreign kL
Subtotal 82
FIXED COMMITMENT
1. Domestic 131
2. Foreign N
Subtotal 222
TOTAL (REQUIREMENTS AND
FIXEL COMMITMENT) 304

STATUS OF SIGNED TOLL ENRICHMENT CONTRACTS

Number

of

Reactors

97

345

Mue

74,767
24,471

99,238

126,021

81,313

207,356

306,594

3-27-79



FEATURES OF THE
REQUIREMENTS TYPE CONTRACT

e DesigNaTED EnD Use .
o FaciLITY's RequireMENTS FOR ENRICHED URANIUM ARE TO BE PROVIDE
e Term OF CONTRACT
o Up 1o 30 Years FrRoM DATE OF SIGNING
® SEPARATIVE WORK CEILING
© ToTAL FOR Te’RM OF CONTRACT
© CUMULATIVE BY YEAR
® ENRICHING SERVICES CHARGES
© PuBL1sHED PRriICE OR CONTRACT CEILING WHICHEVER IS Lzss
o 180 Day Norice rFor Price CHANGE '
o LzAD Time For OrDER
c 180 Days N Aovance oF PRopucT DELIVERY
® TERMINATION PROVISIONS
© 3 1/2 or 5 Year Notice, No PenaLTY
o Up to H40% WITHIN 5 YEARS



FEATURES OF
LONG-TERM, FIXED-COMMITMENT CONTRACT

e DesiGNATED EnD Use
e TerM oF CONTRACT
oUp 1o 30 YearRs oF ENRICHING SERVICES
® ESTABLISHMENT nF ReacTOrR SizE
© 200 MecAWATT RANGE
e ResTricTep DisTRIBUTION OF Excess MATERIAL
o AssiGNMeNTs WiTe DOE ConsenT
o SaLEs By CusTomer ALLOWED
o LeAD TiME FOR CONTRACT EXECUTION
o 8 Years Berore NEED
e F1am CommITMENT PERIOD
o 10 Year RoLLING PERIOD
o MeTHOD OF FIRMING Up COMMITMENT
© FIRST TeN YEARs FiRM

o EstasLisH Aepennices 30 Davs A

FTeR CP APPLICATION OR 4 YEARS
AFTER CONTRACT ExEcuTion OR & YzARs PRI

OR TO DELIVERY
@ ReSCHEDULING FLEXISILITY

o DeLAy IN WiTHDRAWAL ONLY FOR RELOADS WHEN [SSUANCE oOF
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 1s DeLAYED

e FLEXIBILITY IN QUANTITY OF PRODUCT
o AppenDIx C For More ProDuCT
e CHARGES FOR ENRICHING SERVICES

o 60 Day NoTice ForR PUBLICATION
@ ADVANCED PAYMENTS REGQUIRED
® TzAMINATION CHARGES

-
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FEATURES OF
ADJUSTABLE FIXED-COMMITMENT CONTRACT

@ DesioNAaTED EnD Use
e TerRm OF CONTRACT
o010 1o 30 YsaRrs
@ ESTABLISHMENT OF REACTOR SIZE
0 200 MeGAWATT RANGE
e ResTRicTED DisTRIBUTION OF Excess MATERIAL
0 AssiGNMENTS WITH DOE CoNSENT
o SALES 2Y CusTOMER ALLOWED
e Leap TimMe For CONTRACT EXECUTION
o6 1o 10 Years Berore NegD
e FirM CommITMENT PERICD
o5 Year ROLLING PERIOD
» MeTHoD OF FirMinG Up ComMITMENT
o FirsT Tures YEArS FIRM
o VARIATION ALLOWED IN 4TH anD 5TH YEAR
e RESCHEDULING FLEXIBILITY

o CONSIDERATION IN FORM OF SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT CHARGE FOR

POSTPONEMENT OF PRODUCT WITHDRAWAL

o FLexiBILITY IN QuanTITY OF PRODUCT

o Var1ABLE TalLs Assay. OpTion
o TRaNSACTION TAILs Assay LIMITED
o CHARGES FOR ENRICHING SERVICES

o 120 Day Notice FOR PUBLICATION

o CeiLing oN SWU CHARGE
» ADVANCED PAYMENTS RZQUIRED
o TeowINATION CHARGES

o As PusLisHED IN FeDerAL REGISTER



FIRM UP ACTION AT YEAR (%)

METHOD FOR FIR

MING UP SEPARATIVE WOAK REQUIREMENTS
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XN FIRM SWU COMMITMENT
N DEGREE OF FIRMNESS
F FIXED

+ VARIATION ALLOWED (% SWU) @

6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 6 7

YEARS AFTER INITIAL FIRM-UP

EA ESTIMATED SWU REQUIREMENTS,
NON-BINDING

A=NO. YEARS BEYOND FIRM COMMITMENT
YEARS UNTIL INITIAL WITHDRAWAL

= ROLLING 5 YEAR PERIOD



ORIGINAL 1DP

ONE YEAR DELAY

TWO YEAR DELAY

THREE YEAR DELAY

FOUR YEAR DELAY

FIVE YEAR DELAY

DELAY OF THE INITIAL

FIRM PERIOD (1DP)

1{2]3]ufs
SERIEIEINE
—2—[1]2]3]u

— 3—{1]2]3] 4|5
i 112 3fu]s
- 5 J1[2]3]u

Cost (% of A.P.)

20%

Ho%

60%

80%

1004
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APPENDIX "A"
T0
ConTRACT NoO.

DESCRIPTION QF _FACILITY o cocceecccccmemmemccemcc——eceemce——————— f

A, THis AcreeMenT AppLIES To THE FOLLOWING NucLEAR GENERATING

(98]

Uv1T OwneD AND OPERATED By

.................................................... : ENRICHED
T o PN - WS ———— '
_________________ NucLEarR Power PLANT KnowN AS _ ...
___________________________________________________________ AN
SICRATED MBAR cobo i L i ST
........... s e emeeeseeeeecesesat CRITICALITY Is ExpecTi
To 0cCUR IN oo oo Enp FurL Power OpsrATION Is PLANNI

By .

Tu1s CoNTRACT SupPLIES ENRICHMENT SERVICES ASSOCTATED WITH ____
GRoss MWe For Tue Desicnatep FaciLiTy Rated AT Gross MW

————— -
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APPENDIX “A"

10

ConTrRACT No. _____

2. ENRICHMENT SERVICES SCHEDULE:
Ke UniTs OF SePARATIVE WoOrk®

126,733

170,356

141,333
125,193

123,839

DeLivery Date (FiscaL Year)

1985 (IniT1AL Core-SpAarRe FueL
AS3EMBLIES)

1936 (IniT1AL Core-SpARe FuUEL
AsseMBLIES)

1987
1988

1989

* SerARATIVE Work SuBJeECT To ALLowaBLE VARIATIONS CONTAINED IN

ArRTicLe 11, Section 6.



APPI {DIX "B”

T0
CONTRACT NOV oo ee
1. MaTeriAL ScHEDULE: B At
ENRICHED URANIUM OTHER THAN
PrRoDUCT NATURAL URANIUM
FiscaL
Year OF Assay ToTAL AssAY ToTAL
Propuct w/0 URANIUM w/0 URANIUM SEPARATIVE®
DeLivery U-235 Ke '1-235 Ke Work UNITS
19385 1.80 28,811 51,773
2,20 28,811 74,385
1936 2.60 28,811 99,139
3.00 16,539 71,217
1987 3,10 12,271 55,533
3.40 16,539 35,854
1938 2.70 12,271 44,863
3.25 16,539 _ 30,330
1889 2.65 12,271 43,559
3,25 10,538 80,330

* SepARATIVE Work SusuecT To ALLowaABLE VariaTions ConTAINED N
ArticLe [I, SECTiON 6.
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CALCULATION OF DEFERRAL CHARGES

AppENDIX A
EY Sl
1831 250,000
1982 e
1983 160,000
1984 100,000
1985 100,000
1386 .=
1987 ---

DEFeERRED
S PReseNT WORTH FACTOR
N (Assumes Notice 7/1/79)
.8956
.8408
250,000 .7896
R 7414
100,000 5962
100,000 .6537
100,000 .5138

PRESENT WorTH FacTor For FY-1981:
1/(1 +# 1IN = 1/7(1 + .065)1.7507 = ,8957

PaesenT VALUE OF APPENDIX A SCHEDULE:
es = [250,000(.8S56) + 100,000(.7896 + .7414 + .6362)] = 446,626 SWU

PrResenT VaLue ofF DEFERRED SCHEDULE: )
PD = [250,000(.7895) + 100,000¢(.6962 + .6537 + .6138)] = 393,772 SWl

SCcHEDULZ ADJUSTMENT (HARGE:

SAC = (PA = PD) x $75.00/SWU = $3,964,050

L
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CUSTOMER NOTICES
REQUIRED EVERY JULY UNDER
AFC CONTRACT

-

(EQuiLIBRIUM SITUATION)

® Filam=-UP 4TH FOLLOWING foCAL Year WiTHIN THe 102 VARIATION

EsTABLISHED PRECEDING YEAR.

e ConFiam Or CHANGE For THE STH FoLLowInG Fiscal YEAR WiTH A
VARIAT oN OF *+10% WitHin THE 2203 VARIATION PrREVIOUSLY

EsTA- [ SHED.

® SuemM!T RequireMENTS For THE 6TH FOLLOWING FiscaL YEAR WiTH

+20% VARIATION:

@ ProviDe New EsTimaTes OF REQUIREMENTS FOR THE JTH = 1lTH

FOLLOWING F1scaL YEARS.

® Paovine Estimates 0F THe MonTw OF PRODUCT WITHDRAWAL AND

MonTs Of Feep DeLiveries For Fouiowing 3 FirscaL Tears.

® Notiry DOE Of Any DeLivery SCHEDULE SLIPPAGE For THE 2ND

FoLLowING F1scaL YEAR.

® Notiry DOE Of TransacTion TaiLs Unper VTAD For THe 2nD

FoLLOWING FiscaL YEar.

® Provine EstimaTes OF THe TransacTion TaiLs AssAays UNDER VTAQ

For THE 3RD = 117w FoLLowiNnG FiscaL YEARs.



DAYS BEFORE

PRODUCT
DELIVERY

NOTICES REQUIRED

UNDER

AFC  CONTRACT

DEADLINE
FOR FEED
315 DAY NOTICE PRODUCT  ASSAY DELIVERY PRODUCT
(YEAR, MONTH, SHU) AND QUANTITY (90 DAYS) DFLIVERY
180 120 60 0

360

.30

i

DOE RESPONSE
(240 DAYS)
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